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B.47-/?/iC//0/'5/5'BOULENGER,1882,ANDZ,£C///?/0£)t/SBOULENGER,
1882 (AMPHIBIA, SALIENTIA): REQUESTFORDESIGNATION OF A

TYPE-SPECIES. Z.N.(S.) 1991

By Richard G. Zweifel (The American Museum of Natural History, New York,

USA)

Boulenger (1882, Cat. Batrachia Salientia Ecaudata, p. 439) proposed the

generic name Batrachopsis, including within that genus the single species

Asterophrys melanopyga Doria (1875, Ann. Mus. Civ. Star. Genova, 6: 355-356;

type-locality Wokan, Aru Islands). Upon finding that the new generic name was

a junior homonym of Batrachopsis Fitzinger (1843, Systema Reptilium, Vienna,

p. 34), Boulenger (1882, Cat. Batrachia Gradientia Caudata .... p. 116) proposed

the substitute name Lechriodus. Boulenger also created another generic name,

Phanerotis (1890, Proc. Linn. Sac. New South Wales, 5: 593; type-species,

Phanerotis fletcheri Boulenger, 1870; type-locality, Dunoon, New South Wales,

Australia), that is now considered a junior synonym oi Lechriodus.

2. All authors treating the genera Batrachopsis (of Boulenger) and Lech-

riodus have considered L. melanopyga (Doria) as the type-species by monotypy.

The principal generic revision was that of Parker (1940, Novitates Zool., 42:

24-29). Other listings include those of Gorham (1966, Das Tierreich, no. 85:

124), and Lynch (1971, Misc. Publ. Mus. Nat. Hist. Univ. Kansas, no. 53: 85).

The latter author stated specifically as to Lechriodus, "Type-species by

monotypy".

3. In his description of Batrachopsis, Boulenger listed two specimens

examined which he assumed to be A. melanopyga Doria: a female from "Mount
Arfak" [Vogelkop Peninsula, New Guinea] and a male from "New Guinea".

Parker (op. cit), in revising the genus Lechriodus, found that these specimens were

not melanopyga and made them, respectively, holotype and paratype of a new
species, Lechriodus platyceps (op. cit., p. 28). Though it may be questioned

whether platyceps is the earliest name available for the species described by

Parker (Zweifel, ms.), no one has questioned that these frogs represent a species

distinct from melanopyga. Certain characters mentioned in Boulenger's account

clearly relate to the specimens he examined and were not taken from the

published description of melanopyga. Thus, it appears that Batrachopsis (and,

hence, Lechriodus) is based at least in part on a misidentified type-species.

4. Article 70 of the International Code states that it is to be assumed that

an author correctly identifies the species he refers to a new genus, and Article

70(a) states that cases involving misidentified type-species are to be referred to

the Commission for resolution. The alternatives in the present case are: (1) to

designate the nominal species melanopyga as type-species, even though

Boulenger's concept of the genus was based in part on another species, or (2)

to designate platyceps type-species, on the assumption that the specimens

examined were more influential than the published description of melanopyga

in leading Boulenger to propose the new generic name.

5. The principal objection to the first alternative is that if Lechriodus
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platyceps is at some later date determined not to be congeneric with L. melano-

pyga, the generic name would nevertheless be irremovably coupled with the

latter species. The objection to the second alternative is that melanopyga

universally has been recognized as the type-species (either explicitly or implicitly)

as long as the genus has been known to contain more than one species (dating

at least from Noble, 1931, Biol. Ainphib.).

6. The two species concerned are sufficiently similar that the describer of

melanopyga did not distinguish them (Peters and Doria, 1878, Ann. Mus. Civ.

Stor. Nat. Genova, 13: 97), nor did any other worker until Parker (op. cit.)

revised the Australasian Leptodactylidae. The likelihood that melanopyga and

platyceps will justifiably be referred to different genera is extremely remote. I

conclude that stability and uniformity of nomenclature will best be served if the

first alternative is adopted.

Accordingly, I request the International Commission of Zoological Nomen-

clature :

(1) to rule that the type-species of Batrachopsis Boulenger, 1882, and

Lechriodus Boulenger, 1882, is Asterophrys melanopyga Doria, 1875,

by monotypy, despite the fact that Boulenger misidentified that species;

(2) to place the generic name Lechriodus Boulenger, 1882 (gender: mascu-

line), type-species, by monotypy Asterophrys melanopyga Doria, 1875,

on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology;

(3) to place the specific name melanopyga Doria, 1875, as published in the

h'momtn Asterophrys melanopyga (type-species of iec/ir;o(/i« Boulenger,

1882) on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology.


